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Modus Vivendi Neither Accepted Nor Rejects 

[5he principal nev element in the third round of US-Soviet conversa- 
tions on Berlin and Germany vas the idea of a modus Vivendi broached by 
Secretary Rusk. Gromyko neither explicitly accepted nor explicitly - 
rejected the general idea of a modus vivendl . «w-u.c«jjr 

Gromyko carefully avoided any expression of agreement vith the 
premise that an overall settlement of the problems of Berlin and Germany 
in the near future vas unlikely. He refused to accept a distinction 
betveen continued efforts along the lines of earlier negotiations and a 
recognition of the fact of disagreement and discussion of vays to cope 
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On the other hand, Gromyko did enter into a discussion of a possiblff 
.tial agreement on broad «n«rAi «->••( n*-iwi_. -*.-« *v- «* ^ a 



< «*r\ ' «iwinyjto aio enxer into a discussion of a posi 
initial agreement on broad general principles, giving the Secretary a 1 
naner on this suhi*.^+. rm M am >, to ««j -** .._' T.^.Tr. . . . . ' a 4 



T^;^^ i "**" u ' BBuerw. prxncipj.es, giving the Secretary a 

paper on this subject on March 19 and offering detailed criticism of 
paper handed him by the Secretary on March 22. ™»«b or _ 
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Submaylitnim Position Restated 

While Gromyko «s March 19 paper vas in the form of a reply to the 
S+r^e'i 1 * 1 8U «« e8tlon of » modus Vivendi , its content -- together 
with the Soviet comments on it and a companion paper of March 20 on 
access — constituted a restatement of the Soviet ,, submaxLaum ,, 

orated in the Thompson-Oromyko talJcs, January 2-March STTJ 
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CATEGORY "A" 

Completely de-sensitized 
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colons should be broadened to include the UkIS Prince or if £f " 

SSSSuSr! 11 ° f ^ -^ "*"« *» « -ilL" 1o P b"f relief 

conclude a peace treaty with +h* rnp „„.* ITl ^ o^ner states would 

peatedly mentioned to the Western powers. GronnHr«*«S SI! C 

temlnation of the occupation reeim e ^iti?2 i y d the 

bluepSn? frST"free ^J^SS^^ Ef^o <***« *» the *"** 

j? S 5 "^-«- StS^^Srli » 

UN. Second, Semenov, in his March 2 5 conversation with Kc^er?Bon^en7] 
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{andjhompson indicated that the USSR was not opposed to special ties 
•WSfeen West Berlin and the Federal Republic and that an e£e«e-t 
£JS! L°f C ° Uxd be . reaci ^' Senenov's remark vent former £an 
Sl^f ?„ ^ 7 T f sonem echoing the Decker 27 Soviet memorandum to 
£?£" J? "^ U f-^ vl f ^lateral exchanges. Failure of the JtaTi? 
draft to repeat the January 12 stipulation on the free functiclSg of 
democratic (a euphemism for communist or communist-front)- parties 
Se^^on^s^eman^ «* " » ^^ ^ ^ 

on JagrFS; ^^^X^S^^ £-£~££~ 
presence of token garrisons in West Berlin: (l) eouS co't^Sn^ 
from the USSR, US, UK, and France, (2) UN consents, £" "(1) con! 
tingen.s from neutral countries. Gromyko withdrew the first alterna- 

t^i^^JT"^ i 9 ^^ pr0vided for the replacement of American, 
British, and French troops with token continents of the UN or of 
neutral states. Gromyko never replied to the Secretary's March 20 
traps!* Vhether tr0 ° PS BlSWi Beaa British ' ****** and American 

Along with the demand for withdrawal of Western troops, the March 19 £>itf-£ 
paper also stipulated new restrictions on military access to tnV^free ***^* 
city." In the January 12 drafts it had been proposed that military 
^"°T \T a Bhl »r ati TOuld " f reely ^ail themselves" of land S air 
communications, and control over their movements would be carried out 
reciprocally by the four powers. The March 19 paper stipuSed thaf 
f ^ ta jy ^vements over land routes w»ld involve inspection by S£ 
authorities of transit documents certifying that the persons eld freight 
involved belonged to the token contingents. Personnel would SdeSakf • 

to comply with the "laws and procedures" of the country of transited 
with sanitary and other rules generally accepted in international 
practice. Moreover, in an apparent effort to undercut the rationale 

^SJEFZEFS ^ the Present "** «>rridors, the March 19 £aper 
stipulated that the volume of military traffic including miUtarT 

S^P 01 ^?^ "^ ?? deteraiine «i ^y the "actual need" of thVcontin- 

fe^J^? * SfS** Wer on civilian acce " ™ handed to the 
Secretary on March 20, there was none on military access. 

+ . Relation of Troop Withdra wal and Access Proposals . The nature of ■ 

. ^ e / eI ^ ° ***"** ™» *"*•* demand for the-fehdrawal of vSStJT 1 

vFZESTJfl^J"* f^ 1 ** Proposals on access was obscure a? * 

the end of the talks. As the talks concluded, Gromyko was unwilling to ? 

we^'nof 22?* 11 ? that * he . Sovlet Proposal, on access either werTor * 

were not contingent upon Western troop withdrawals .and there appears <-■ 

to be a measure of Soviet flexibility in this regard! aPPews ^ 
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fAtt he_March 23 ceeting Gromyko emphasized that the new Soviet 

' P :frS^ ° n *f °T Vere lillked t0 the repLacenent of Western forces 
vith UN °r neutral contingents and could be considered only in that 
context. On J^rch 25 Semeaov indicated that the nature of the rela- 
tion between the two night be negotiable. He told Kohler, Eohlen 
and Thompson that the question of the presence of Western forces in 
West Berlin should be put aside for consideration by the Foreinn 
■ Ministers. H* also stated that the Soviet proposal on access was 
linked net to the Soviet proposal on the status of West Berlin but to 
the question of status as such. 

The following day Gromyko was somewhat' less forthright. He seated 
that the US now had an opportunity to consider the problem of transit 
thoroughly and reply to the Soviet views on transit as such, and added 
that, o* course, transit would be to a West berlin whose status would 
have to be agreed upon. Later in the conversation Gromyko reaffirmed 
the link to the Soviet proposal on status. However, in the final 
portion of the conversation Gronyko indicated that a direct link 
between the Soviet access proposal could also be drawn. 

Access Authority. The principal new feature in the Soviet pro- 
posals on access is the introduction of a Soviet version of the idea of 
en International Access Authority. The Soviet and East German presenta- 
tions o. the access authority proposal were deliberately vague on the 
question of Just how such a body might function. While Gromyko was 
interested in obtaining as detailed a US reaction to the proposal as he 
could, he did not explicitly state that the body could be veto-free. 

or tS^iSS^iiJ 9 S 58 *?*"" 64 «* acc «a authority as being composed 
5U« * *?' ll*™' Prance > ■** 'certain other countries" to be agreed 
upon by the parties - presumably the US and USSR - to the agreement 
on general principles. It stipulated that the authority would act as 
an arbiter in the event of any difficulties arising over the implementa- 
tion of the agreements on access; it would have no administrative function 
and no power directly to control traffic or to make rules colcerW 
communications between West Berlin and the outside world. 

v ^ 0a ^° ° n lto ? ** refused t0 comment on the question of a possible 

e !j ? * he PffP° 6ed ^"ss authority. He stated that voting in the 
?£?°Ji y ^ 4 be E ^ JeCt f * *•*•* ^scussion. However/he observed 
that the voting procecure should be such as to satisfy all iarties and 
not be in conflict with GBR sovereignty, but he did StlLbtrate o? 
either point. \ 
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Ulbricht «s public exposition of" the access authority idea differed 
in tetall from the Soviet presentation. In his speech to the SED 
Central Committee Plenum, published in Neues Deutsc hland on March 2*4 
• Ulbricht explicitly stated that "of courliluch a concession requires that 
the occupation statute in West Berlin be eliminated and that thl trSps 
of the three Western Powers be withdrawn." Ee Indicated that the agency 
to arbitrate possible disputes between the GDR and the US, Britain or 
France would be a four-power body. Ee stated that It would be the'soviet 
Union's "responsibility," "together with the GDR," to settle a given 
dispute, but his statement did not elaborate on the natur- of this 
responsibility" and its possible implication of Soviet-East German 
control over the access authority. Ulbricht also announced that the 
GJS might accept recommendations regarding the guaranteeing of peaceful 
traffic to and from West Berlin from the guaranteeing powers or from an 
appropriate UK institution, but again did not spell out details. 

TjDurat£on. For the first time In the present series of talks, the 
Soviet Union introduced two specific stipulations of duration which fe»# 

suggest the possibility that Moscow might revert to a form of an 
interim agreement." 

In the January 12 drafts handed to Ambassador Thompson, the Soviet 
Union proposed that the garrisons stationed in West Berlin would be 
temporary. In the March 19 paper Gromyko stipulated that garrisons 
would be present for a period of time within the range of three to five 
years, to be specified by the parties. (Last summer GDR Politburo member 
Hermann Matem used the formulation "three to five years" as an acceptable \ 
limit for the stay of Western troops in West Berlin. In 1959 the basic <to>l "* 
problem respecting duration of an Interim arrangement was what situation ^^'^^. 
would obtain at the end of the period. ) »«u«ion 

+L ml?* ***"? 5? conversatior > "I** the Secretary, Gromyko stated that A ' = " 
the USSR assumed the duration of the agreement on transit would be the 
same as the duration of an agreement on status, thereby Implying that 
both would be for some. fixed period of time. 

Civilian Access. Gromyko's March 20 paper on civilian access — 

vS°L !i^!S? ed a J Z^ ? 1115 Paper "^ not ■" aid e-memoire or note - 
^! e ^ e ^ b0ra !i 0n e 0f GDR defflanas for cont "l oveFT he access routes. In 

£££«£ tL^ e ° re ?? r ' Gr0Oyk0 my W h °P ed to «"<** * response 
indicating the degree of East German control vnich the US might accept. 

The paper provided Uiat the GDR would provide free transit of ' ■" 

civilians, baggage, freight, mail, trains, motor vehicles and vessels as £& 

veil as civil air flights. However, such' "free transit" vSd be caw^O W 
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out In compliance vlth the sovereignty of the GDR over its te-r'tw «^ 
«r space. Spelling out vhat va S ne ant by the latter' tte -per iSlS- 
compliance by travellers vith certain formalities to bekL^d upon 
observance by transit transportation of the lavs of the cStry of t-ansi* 

ilitt ia LTZ\ ^lT u t security as ven as ""WSS 3 ^; ££i: 

1 Sos^nov^n Sf r ° UteS V0Uld bC " a ^^te^ the safe 

Air routes vould be provided by the GDR in compliance vith agreements 
f2S*s S^Silf S ' at6S f r . airli -s (the ^ttefpresulCvoSd S 

issued by the "free city" authorities, other passengers voullbe reoSrld 
to have passports and, in -.he absence of special agreements vith the GDR 
SSL? 1 "" Tran£it traffiC WUla bC S ' bJeCt ^ontier^d StcS' 

The March 19 paper provided that the authorities of the "free city" *" -• 

vould themselves determine, in accordance vith the legislation and the Wv- C". 

West Berlin. No attempt vas made to spell out the inDlicatlons of this 

"nllIX^f-^% J ree - Ci tf authorities to enforce a provision a S ains? 
militarist and revanchist" activities, and he may have envisaged 
?o c^ so. reCOUrSe t0 ^ aCC6SS aut hority in the event failure 

Non-Transfer of Nu e i» aT . t;,,^, The Soviet 
5rL2r.i? f + ^ ;PJ5 ittc ^ly stacked potential NATO arrangements? t, 

tit S? n/S?^! 4 *£* there Would be no transfer of nuclear^fSS to 
of^h^are^frs:^ °" ******* *"»* ■""«* ^"* 

t^nSS??* 1 ? *° ? C tCP± ^ *" his Idarch * ^tique of the US paner on ' > 

S «™ + ' °y aB *2 &rgUed that the w pa ? er "^rred to an agree^on ?. 

Gr«^« ff ^°! S* 1 ?* Veapons of a mch broadsr ' internSiSS scope. £■ ■> 

S5^SL« Principles provided that it included the phrase "intluSiSg ^ 

nroblet^f *?* ?"* ***? * w «*•"*>(* that solution of the brLder 
GroS^ r?^*"?* f* 1 ^ *PP^ ca tion of the principle to both GermJ rtatesf 
2S2S. stated t^t * Provision against transfer through third JSlSv 
Sir^tSe^o 2 ^^ ^ ^^ """ ^ ^ ^"^ anfSe^vo !: 
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UNoa -Aggression an d Fror/-- — s Th*. i-„.v, -io 
the ^sticn of recognition o^ the Gffi -^i^ t^* 1 " *» effect ^ sed 
parties to NATO and S v«sav Pac^ «ui5 fi proviS10 ^ that all states 
But in his March 26 discuS-n «? *\ S ^ * ^-a^ession treaty, 
stated thatTdec^iinoulYhet ap^LS STS^,*"* 
thereby implying that explicit recog^ioTof Se cST^f ^fv' 011 ' 
precondition for a non-agression pledge. WUld DOt be a 

on *£^n^^^^ rs-irx ? th v* provision 

miscalculation and Stat** ?w ^ b ^ accident or 

co^tment^Sh 2^ t ^^-^^^ B f~??* « - clear 
He &d not coment on theldeTof discus? VSftj ^^ted the matter, 
non-aggression agreement. ^uss^n of this topic apart from a 

» sSSSSKSSS SSr r*s=» 

Other Com»n».« n n the' US Paper 

or cge? wS?«S32j ° tth ° m **" P*-..*^*o covered a nud,«r 

ren ^ST; *? " B f" n -" 0r °»yto argued that the headlns "Berlin" 

gat; - - tS^ Vhad^^rc^rriEat. 

th. .SKo^ ' ^a^a'thlrk .JS* ""-J* 4 t0 tti ' «*»» "<*»*« 
jjgan reunification. Gromyko stated that reunification vas a *att«- 
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Respect for GDR Sovere irr.ty 

o^ts? an^^rrc^cSeT^s : r r pe i fo v he soverei ^ 

the March 20 working paper on access reSefL?^?^' E * Stated that 
on hov freedom oFatcess vouJd be coined S£ ^^ POlnt ° f View 

Gromyko apparently hopes tTellltt ato"re dSSjf PeC ? f<>r ?* sovere i^y. 
US is prepared to go L accep^f GmTmUiStion^ Lf *" ** tte 
and hy the same token the concept remalnTvfSo *? aCCpSS arra ngements, 

room for maneuver in future ?aSs. ^ enOUSh t0 allov Groffi y ko ■ 

No 

Atmospherics . 

)Q 

Although he introduced a demand for the vi+hrf-«.,~i .,„ _,. 
from Berlin and vas far from forthcoming £ £s Scl^S *«?! ^ tr °° PS 
Gromyko attempted to set a patient an^caSe W if the SLf^J 

or attempt to set any tixnelioit. Instead h. Jtt I «**"« urgency 
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